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ABSTRACT ' 

A communication' model suggests that in almost all 
cases where dissemination and utilization of knowledge has taken 
place, one or more of seve'a general factor's can be identified as 
having been active in aiding the phenomena. The ptoposed factors are:- 
.linka'qe, structure, capacity, openess, reward,, proximity, and' / 
synergy. In order/ to use this model to investigate tbe ability of the 
National Sci«Jice Foundation (NSF) to communicate its mathematics a»d 
science curricula to the nation's classrooms, the BACPRO was . 7 
developed. The^ACPRft is a self-report instrument to be completed/by 
principals and teachers. Items are divided into seven subscales 
relating to the seven f actors , of the model. A pilot test" was 
conducted among principals of the Chicago City School System followed 
by a field test among secondary school principals and mathematics 
teachers in Wisconsin. (BB) « 
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Field Test of the Building Adoption Climate Prof ile (BACPRO) 



William H. Warci, Jr. 
October 31, 1975 



Background ' " " • I 

Ronald Haveloclc and others (1969,1971) have proposed that, in al- 
most ^11 cases where dissemination aiKj" , utilization (D U) of knowledge 
has taken place, one^or more <af seven general factors can be identified . 
J .as having' been active in aiding .or facilitating the phenomena. The 
1971 paper goes ^o far as to refer to- these 'as ''Seven major factors 
which predict successful ij/^novation" (1971, p. 18, italics added). 
Y The proposed factors are: linkage, structure, capa^city, &pen/t)ess, 
reward, proximity, and synergy. 

'It is useful to conceptualize the D & U process in terms of the 
y traditional communication paradigm shown below: ^ 
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SENDER y%^%^Njr^ MESSAGE ^^^^^s,^^ RECgiVER • ■ ' ^'^ ' 

^^^^^ , * 

One, may attempt to characterize the four elements of th^J^rocess — 
s^der, receiver, channel, and message — along the seven propo'sed 
dimension^. It would tjien be possible to assign ^ any particular 

instance of potential D & U ^(attempted communication) a set. of 28 ' 7^^' 

' ' \ ' / 

values, each indicating, the status of one o& the. four communication * 

elements relat^.ve to one of the seven D U. factors. "B>r .placing con- .\ 

straints on one or more of the communication elements, that Us, by 

defining a limited class of communications to* be atl5em{)tfe5, it,w,(^uld . 

* appear the •possibility- exists of studying potential .relationships . 
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betyeen status on one or more of the D ^& U facj:ors and success in the 
i'ntended communication for that limited class • 

In the present study, the class-^of communications was defined as • 
the attempts by the National Science Foundation (the sender) to com- 
municate its science* and mathematics curricula (the message) to the 
nation's classrooms (the' receiver) vi^ any and all means (the chamiel) . < 



Successful communication was defined as use Of the* curricula. The . 

present study further restricted itself by considering only the status 

of the RECEIVER relative to the seven D ijk U*factors. Its focus was 

thus to address the questions: 

* (1) 'Is the status of the RECEIVER on any or all of the 

I> & U factors discernibly related to the degree to 
which it utilizes NSF developed curricula? 

V (2) If yes to (1), how might the relationship be 
described? 



\ 



The BACPRO 



The exact identity of the RECEIVER wa^ at first uncertain. Nominated 

were, ^mong others, the individual Classroom instructor, a committee of ' 

teachers within the school, 'the principal, and the local school boar^. A 

study conducted during the fall of 1974 (Ward, 1975-a) indicated most 

adoption and use decisions were m^e'at either the^ individual teacher or 

the building level, depending on the particular "school. It was decided 

to conduct two parallel studies, dn^ conceptualizing the individual 
f 

teacher as the RECEIVER, and a second conceptualizing th^ school building 
, (i.el., its organizational and ojieratignal procedures and the general /* 
characteristics and' attitudes exhibited across all ^relevant staff)' as 
the RECEIVER* The remainder of ,thls report pertains to the second 
(Bui-lding « RECEIVER) study* ' 
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A method was needed to assess the status, of .a "building relative to 
. the seven' U factors. The Building^ Adoption Climate P^lpfile (BACPRO) 
was developed for thi« purpose. The-BACPRO is a' seif-report instrument 
to be completed by a mfember of the building professionalN staff . ' Items 
are divided into seven ^ubscales, each yielding by direct 'Summation a 
value intended to reflect the status of the particular building ori one 
of the D & U factors, klsjp yielded is information on the use in the 
building of the v^rsious NSF supported curricula. The;instrument was 
^^velqped in two forms.—Form E for elementary [buildings, and Form S for 
secondary. ♦ » - * * 

The subscales and' the items ^comprising them were developed as 
follows. Theniavelock definition^ for each factor were studied.^^ These ^ 
► % general definitions were g^^®^ made specific, to th6 situation by generat- 
mg' logically a set of exemplars, each of which was thought to indicate 
strength of a building relative -to one of the D &.U factors.' These sets 
were reviewed by a variety of professional educators and revised, finally 
resulting in sevon sets assumed* to be valid indiciltors of a school's - 
status on the seven D & U factors when the building as an organization 
Is conceptualized *as the RECEIVER for* an NSF, curriculum MESSAGE. Items 
^were developed directly frpm the final sets of exemplars* These final 
' sets are showri in Exhibit 1* • ^ " * , 

' -Reliability of the BACPRO - 

The reliability of the'vaHies yielded 'for the seven subscales must 
/6e sufficient to allow us^ of the values for fqrthjer analysis* If the' 
score profile -f'or a given building' ia similar 'acfross several different 
* raters, the contention that the scores correspond to quantities intrinsic 



EXHIfelT-1, Exemplars (in condensed form!) For ITfeer System Defined 
as the Iijdividu^l Building, ' 



Linkage 
Administrators 



Teachers 

Administrators 

Teachers 

Administrators 

Administrators 

Teachers 



Colleges and Universities 

Professional associations dealing with curricula 

In-'servlce curriculum training programs 

Administrators in other districts 

Commercial (publishers*) curriculum specialists 

[same list as "Administrators^* above] 

Administrators * . - 

Teachers'' * 

Teachers 

Qommunity 

Community - • - * 



Structure ' • ^ 

/ 

Organization cfiain of authority j 

Built-in review procedure * . / ' . 

Objectives defined at c3^ss level / 

Coordination between teachers and between departments 

Teachers' responsibilities defined 



Openness 



iveness 



AcceptancecOf* outside ideas 
Reaching for outside ideas 
Willingness to take risk ' 

Willingness to adapt ideas to l^al situation 
internal openness to change (f Fom^itTiin) 

Capacity 

, Physical plant 
Administrative structure 
Financial resources 
Faculty 
Community 
Students 
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Reward 

Attitude toward ; reward to students from past adoptions 

Attitude 'towar(f potential reward to studentjs from future adoptions 

Attitude toward reward to faculty lorom past SPoptions \ 

Attitude toward potential reward to faculty from future adoptions - 

Proximity . ^ i 

Ile^rness to permanent resources * 
Ne,arness to temporary resources , * 

liearness to neighboring districts . ^ - ^ 

Psychological proximity ' ' ' , 



Synergy , 

'Sources of contact witrf NSF message 
Diversity of soifrces and intensity from e^<5h -source 
: : . ^ ., _ 
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to the building is* strengthened.' An appropriate index for ex^inatjLon 
^ is the intraclass correlation coefficient (Hays^ 1973., p. 535; .Winer, 
1971, p. 287) This statistic is-based^on the ratio of between-schocl 
variance to betyeen-rater vari^ce and indicates both t^ie extent to , 
which raters of the same- building respond similarly and the extent to 
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which the ^syt^scal^ discriminates between buildings. 

The internal consiste.ncy of each sbbscale, tl)e degree which items 
tend to be answered similarly by a particular rater, is also of interest.- 
A high degree ot internal consistency in a subscale would indicate the- 
items arie tapping some d^inite entity, either ^ true generalisation of ^ 
the building climate or a well-d]pveloped construct in the mind of the . 
ratef.; An appropriate statistic for examination is Crotibach's coefficient 
. . ct (Lord & Novick, 1968, p. 87). ' ^ * ^ 

Methods of Searching for Order in the Data 

Two possible deterministic . classes of relati6nships between D & U 

factor scores ^nd use were pri^osed, iineaf compensatory relationships ' 

and threshold relationships (Ward, L?75-b). The former suggests -that a* 

building'.s degree of >use of the relevant curricula may be predicted from 
' • ' ^ ^ ^ J ' 

a linear combination of "lt-e-^r& U factor scores. * It is compensatory in 

the sense that weakness in one area can be fully C9mpensated for by 

strength in another. A threshold telatlonship postulates that u§e will 

not be observed unless a building possesses a status in excess of some 

s 

value for a particular D & U factor, a threshold value. Were this "^t 
strictly ^ue,'a plot' of use rate vs» status on the D & U factor under - 
consideration wouldf^^sult in no use ^pri4r to some value and a dJ^s^feift--^ ^ 
guishable Increase when that value had, beten passed. 

y • • 
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The mode of analysis for compensatory. relationships Was defined ^^s^ 
* multiple linear rfegressiori with use rat« (use) as the dependent variable 

and the' status scores on ,the seven D & U factors as independent vari»- 
'ables. Use rate', often referred to in this feport simply as use, was 

defined as: . » ^ ^ ' . ' % < 

Number of students using NSF curricula 
Use Rate = weighted by reported degree of use * * 

V ' Student population of building ^ ' ^ - . 

Linkage, structure, capacity, openness, reward, and proximity scores were 

dei^ined'as the simple sum^ of responses to appropriate it^s. Synergy, 

• ' ^ ' ^ 

the intensity with which, theTlSFlmessagfe feil upon the building, was de- ^ 

fined alternatively as' (1) the absolute number of contacts qf building 

people with the message, (2) the absQlute number of contacts divided by 

the size of the building's certified teaching sta*ff" and (3) the absolute 

nuijiber'of contacts divided by the size of the building's total instruct 

tionaj. ►staff , Resulting in three slig6t]??j^; "different sets of independent ' 

variables to be -investigate 1 Evidence that a meaningful compensatory . 

linear relatio'nship did exist was defined ^as th6 generation of a predic- 

tiorn equation yielding a regression F sufficiently large to ^atl^fy the 

criteria of Draper and Smith- (1966, p. 64). * . ' 



The mode of analysis for threshold Relationships Was defined as 
visual inspection. Plots of use rate vs. each D ^ JJ 'factor were, to b€ 
visually examined for evidence of thresholding. Evidence that -a 
threshold relationship ^did exist was defined to be the ' detect ii^n of t 
thresholding on one or more factors^. 



^A\»otnewhat looser, aud perhaps more realistic, interpretation pf 
the Havelock proposition is to regard 'it as a-* proposal for a necessary 
but not sufficient (NBNS) •condition for innovation. For the sl^tuation ! 

at hand, this may be paraphrased as, *'For use to take place, strength 

* * -J ' * 

must^be present on at, least one of the factors.^ It is not necessary 

that' it be the, same 'factor in each case, nor"^ is it expected that strength 

will always or even usually "lead^^o use.' It is expected, however, th^t 

without strength somewhere use is quite unlikely." 

A test of this formulatlou was made by considering only users. A 

null hypothesis was posed that use is independent of relative status on^ 

D 'factors,. In, this ca€e, the likelihood of various proportioiis of * 

• schpols in the user group rating highly on one or more D 4 U factors may 

be obtained by.considering the appropriate binomial Histribution. \. 

* High use ^nd high status relative t& a factor were defined as being 

in the upper 25% of the appropriate distribution. Criterion for rejec- 

tion of the, null hypothesis and acceptance of its alternative, that 

major strength on some ^aay) factor is a niecessa^y but not sufficient 

condition for use; was defined as a proportion of Jjuildings in'the high 

use^group ^also exhibiting high states on at least one D & U factor 

having a probability of less than . 1 'undet the null hypothesis,. 



Pi'lot Test :\ .Ch^njjq 



During June 1975, a pilot test of .Form E (elementary) was conducted 
among principals of the Chicago City Scljpol System. Sample and results 
were: . • 
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Instruments sent< 
4 Instruments returned 
. Return rate 

Returned' but unusable 
Final sample N * . 



50 
IS 

0 

15 ' . 



Results: , ^ j 

*' Reliability - ^.--7— ^ 

Intracl^ss correlation coefficients ^ . \ 
, No multiple measures on buildings' - 

Internal consistency coef f icientjg 



' synergy 
linkage 
structure 
capacity 
openness 
reward* 
proximity 



.43 

.76 

.51 . 

.74 

.24 

.50 

.7L* 



RelationshijSs 

; Compensatory linear relationship 



^ • A multiple regression equation using six \?f the seven 
scales as independent Variables was constructed which 
yielded an R^ of'v74.. 'The regression F,^ however, was 
jnbt sufficiently large to regard the equation as a 
satisfactory predictor 'indicating th^t the bulk of the 
relationship was probably an .Artifact of thA l*ow ra^io 
\^ between the number of cases- and 'tfce number of inde- / 
pendent variable^.. ' , '\ ^ 

'T^reshoJLd Relationship ' - * . . 

No thresholding was detected. 
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Facilitating Relationship * " * • / • 

Due to the small sample size, the top third /(n-5) 
' rather than* the top quarter by use wer^ examined , 

. • Two of^ these were also* in the top third, on all 

; - seven factors, one on six factors, and one'on^five. 

The , fifth was in the top- third on none of the D & U 
factors.- The. small sample size , precluded meaning- 
' ful judgements based on the probability of these 
; outcomes under the hypothesis of no assrociation. ^ 

t' • ^ ^ 

The ^implications of the results of the ChicHgo pilot^ test wer^ un- 
clear, but were suJEf iciently encouraging to justify, after some revision 
of the instrument, a field test of greater scope, * . ' 



Field Test -'Wisconsin 

: ■ - 

r* » * - \ 

During OctK)ber 1975, a field te'st.^f Form S '(secondary) was .conducted 
among secondary schools randomly selected from the Wisco,nsin Public School 
Dii^ieatory. Thife was a larger *effor4: than the pilot test in Chicago and 
included an expanded attempt to. assjess instrumental reliability by request 
ing inultiple 'ratings on a portion of the buildings. » 

Sample: ' • * . • ' 

* Instruments* Sent . . ^ ' ^ 

- - . Building principal only 166, 

(one measurement per huiljiing) / 

* « Building- principal and three Al 

science or mathematics, teachers* 123 *\ * 

(four measurements pen building)* 



Instrumen'ts Returned ^ m 



'330, 



From principal only buildings 6A * 

k * 
From multiple measurement buildings 

Principal only ^ . , 5 * 

Principal, 1 tefacher , ' » 12 

Principal, 2 teachers . - 12 

^ PrinoipaX,^3 teachers ^ 4 

1 » Teacher , 9 

2 Teachers ^ * ^ 10 

3 Teachers 9 



Return Rate 



Building-wise (at least 1)^ 
Instrument-wise 

RetxfirnecT. but 'Unusable * • ' 

Final Sample N ' 

Principals * " * ^ , 

Bjiildings with jnultiple responses 
Instruments 



43% (90/207) 
38% (125/330) 



72 
19 
116 



Results: • * 

Reliability , . , 

Intractass correlations 



v.:synergy 
uTRkag^ 
structure 
capacity 
openness 

r reward 

■ proximity' 



19 Buildings 

. .20 
<.01 
.56 
.42 

•14 
.12 

.41 



Internal consistency coefficients 



synergy 
linkage 
structure 
capacity 
openpess 
reward 
/proximity < 



72 Principals 

\;83 

.88 ■ • . 
. .62 . ■ 
. ».80 ^ 

.62 .. 
.62 



44 Teachers 

^ .69 ' 
. . .93 
.78 
.80 
-.49 
^ ' .59 
.47 c 



RelatiorisKip? 



Coiji^nsatbry linear relationship 

' No satisfactory ^nultiple regression equation could^ 
be constr.Ucte^-. ' Tfie .closest approach, hardly. closA 
* ^ at all, was/jnade by considering only data from' V* 
principals^ (n=72) and cfef in ing^ synergy as // contacts/ 
V certified staff. This equation, which tontained all 
scales except openness, yielded an R? of only .101 " 
' and. a regression F of 1.22,. far below the criterion ' 
for a satisfactory predictive equation. ; ^ 
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Threshold, relationshlT) 



Plots of vise rates vs. status scores on the D & *U 
factors were constri/cted for principal scores 
teacher scores^ and mean scores for buildings. No 
thresholding was discernible. 

Facilitating relationship 



Data from principal's only was uaed. in. this analysis 
(N-72). ^^Vi- 

The 25% reporting highest use rates (N=18) were 
identified and separated for examinatioa,^ and the 
75th percentile of each of the factor score^distri- 
butions was deten^ined. 

The number of cases among the 18 bud;ldings highest 
in use also exhibiting a factor sCore in the upfJer 
quarter of the appropriate factor score distribution 
were: * . * 



synergy 


7 


i»linkage 


5 


structure 


7 


capacity 


8 


openness- _ 


6 


reward 


5 


proximity 


11 



All 18 cases exhibit a factor score %n the upper 
quarter on ^e or more factors'. This ^outcome has 
a probability of less than^ ,08 under the null 
hypothesis of independence of use arid factor scores. 



Conclusions and Comments 



■4v, 



(1) The qliantitative values yielded^by the BACPRO when completed by 
an arbitrary sample -of buildings/ teachers and/or administratots'' cannot 
be fegarded as reliable and valid direct indications of the 'status of the 
Uuilding relative to the Ha^elock D U factors! 



T 

^ The reliability analysis following t]ie Wiscoijsin trial clearly i^idL- 
oates that the instrument does not yield consistent data when used bV - 
different observers theoretically rating the same phehomenori. Wfien all 



14 



observations on a building were considered, the mean within-building 

« 

variance w^s on the same order a3 the between-building variance on the 
synergy, linkage, .openness, and reward' scales. - ' 



(2) The quantitative values yielded by the BACPRO may be reliable 
indications of the status of a building relative^ to the Havelock D & 
factors as perceived by a certain observer. 



The magnitudes of the internal consistency coefficients for both 
principals and teachers indicate^ the D & U factors may be more than simply 
labels for relatively independent collections of exemplars. It is pos- 
sible that the- collection of items on any , particular scale may be recog- 
nizable to the rater as all thrusting toward a single generalization, for 
example the openness of the building climate. If this is so, and ifVit 
is a geheralization*he has formed, prior perceptions of, a rater may 

Si 

easily be conceived of as unconsciously altering objective reality to 
conform more closely to his perception. In 'this way identical objective 
data may be reported dif f erentially^by t:wo observers with each having a 
high reliability. ' The apparent contradiction disappears when the reports 
' are regarded as measures of the rater's perception of some oander lying . 
attribute rather th^ direct measures of the* status of the school building. 

A^principal's^and his t.eacher's* perceptions may differ because they 
are "processing inputs differently, they *e -looking at different*" things , 
or^ath. Ope, would ^expect most teachers tb have .a more limited per- 
spective th^n their principal from-which to 'make judgmetits relative to 

^' \ ^ " ' ' ^ ' / . ' 

the entire building. Likewise, one might expect t principal to be 

generally more skillfui in farming assessments of the type recjoired by 

the^sinstrument. l^atever the reason, recent ^studies (Reineke & Welch, 
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1973; Ward, 1975.) have indicated that ptincipals »and teachers do often 

perceive relatively objective facts abbut their school quite differently, 

^ In view of the above, it appears reasonable to ask "Are, the build- 

I 

ing principal's perceptions of the building's status on the !>•.& U 
factors related to curricula uSe?" and **If so, how?*' The search for 
order thus ^^^i^ent rated on the .responses of the 1% principals. 



, (3)^ Evidence was not found that principals' p^erc-eptions of their 
building's 'status relative to* the Havelock /D & U factors are related in 
\any major degree to 'their ouilding's use rate of NSF curricula as 
hypothesized in a compensatory model, such model being operationalized 
in the form of multiple linear regression. i 



I 



I 



(4^ Evidence was not found that principals' perceptions of their 

Hayeloc 
cnrricu] 



building's status relative to the Hayelock D & U factors are related to 



their building's us^rate of NSF cnrricula as hypothesized in a 



threshold model. 



(5) Principals'* perceptions of their building's status relative Vp | 

the Havelock D & U factors may be related to their builaing's use^^^rate 

by the '^necessary but not sufficient^* model. Principals! who reported 

* ' • 1 * 

use^^^'fes*in the u^ffer quarter of the sample also perceived their 



building in tfie upper (Quarter relative to at^e'ast one D U factoi^^at a" J 



levql highly unlikely due to chance al'one. 



This view may represent the be^t and most realistic interpretation of 

..... - . ^ 

the Havelock factors, that they are facilitators rather than determinants 
of change, diffusion, and utilization. The 'presence of strength on one ^r 



more of these factors in a given situation m^y^ not ensure that the- desired 
result vfi^l occur, but lacft of strength on all will make the desired re- 
suit much less likely to occtir, * . 



(6) The factors most powerful as facilitators of usage of NSF 
« ■ 

curricula app'ear to be proximity (both physical and psychological ' 
closeness between the building and workshops, curriculuid specialists, 
unive;-sities, and other school districts) and capacity (physical, 
financial, and humane. * ; ' 



This is an ext«ension of conclusjton (5). Strength_orL._tfiese two ' 
^^^^^^^^f^tors appear^ mpst frequently, 11 and 8 times respectively, among the 
upper quarter of users. Such rates of occurrence, Were ohly that single 
factor being .considered, would have probabilities of 0013 and ,0570 
Under the hypothesi^s of independence. 
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Item # 



BUILfflNG CLIMATE INVENT6rY* 
FORM E . . 

Please circle the number or fill in the blank on the 
^response sheet to indicate your response to each item. 



1. Your Positions 1 » principal , 2 « teacher 3 « otlier 

2. Student Population (apprpximate) of Your Building 
Number -of Certified Teachers in Your Building 

4i Grades -in' the^ Building 

5. Average Teacfter Turnover Per Year: 

1 = less than 10% 2 = 10^25% 3 = 25-5Q% ' 4 - greater than 50% 

Please Indicate the level of use of each of the following in Your Building 
. • r = no use. 2 = slight use - 3^= ^oierate^use 4 = high use 

6. School Mathematics gtud'y Group (SMSG) materials 

7. Unified Science and Mathematics for Elemeiitary Schools (USMES); 
S. Elementary" S^ool Science (ESS) ^ , 
9. Science Curriculum Improvement Study (SCIS) 

10. Science*- A Process Approach (SAPA), the program of AAAS 

11. Man: A Course of Study (MACQS) " » . 



Folldwlng ar^ several means* by which members of your building staff 
. • may have come in contact with on^ of the programs listed above. 
Please estimate the number of different people from your building 
who have come in contact with anjr of the programs by each of the 
following means. \^ S 

12^ College teacher training . " 

13. National Science Foundation institutes . 

14.. Shprt workshops (4 days or less) • 

15. Profes'sional "association metetings , ^ . ^ ' h 

^6. 'Employment in another school * » * , ' 

17. Professional literature ^ , . • . 

18. ' Access to tests and materials . ' . ^ K 

' J — — — ^ /• ■ u__' 

."This instrument was developed for research purposes byithe Minnesota Research and 
xi\^n^^^^^^°'^ Prdject. Copyright 1975 by Wayne W. Wte-lch, 2'54 Burtoh Hall, University 
ht\l,^-f Minnesota, Minneapolis 55455. All rights, reserved, ^q. 
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. . • - • ' . ' ' ' 

All items call for your assessment of the conditions in your building or 
the opinions held by the building teaching and administrative staffs, 
ON QUESTIONS OF OPINION; PLEASE GIVE YOUR ESTIMATION OF THE GENERM,, 
^ BUILD INGrWIDE' VIEWPOINT, EVEN IF IT DOES NOT MATCH Y^OUR OlfN PERSONAL 
. OPINION. 




«PLease describe the amount of contact and interaction between' or among 
the groups as -^indicated. Use the scale 1 - 5:» 



\ /Virtually no ^ ^ High degree- of 

contact or interaction . 1.2; 3 4 5 7 contact and interaction 

19. Between building administrators and college^ or university curricu 
^ ' ^^spfecla^ists, ^ , ' . ^ 

20. Between bpiWipg administrators and professional associations dealing ^ 
with curriculum'' • • 

21; Between building >administr a tors and administrators of other buildings ^ 
^ \ ' - ' ^ • 

22. Betweea building administrators and ♦in-service programs >i» ^ i 

. • - , y ' . 

23^ ^ Between building administrators and commercial (e.g. publishers') 

^ ' curriculum specialists ' V . * ' V 

V.J*' ^ . 

24. Between building teathers anjd college or university pui^riculxim Specialists ♦ 

25. Between bn/lding t.eachers and professional associations pealing wi^h ' * ' 
• curriculum . , . 4>» <^ • * . 

26. Between building teachers and teachers in other buildings ' ' 

27. ^Between bjiilding teachers and in-service programs * , 

»• 28. ' Between •bjuiilding teachers and commercial (e.g. publishers') curriculum 
speciaXiJ^st;s 

29. 'Among building administrators , - . • 

♦* 

^ 30. 'Among building teachers 
31. Between administrators and teachers within the building • 
^) ► Betweep. administrators^ and the cpmmuhity 

;^ERiC : ' . - 21 X 

/. HgBMB, Between teachers' and the community* 



Please-^iidicate to' what degree the following statements cha/acterizp 
your building. .Use the scaler 



r 



Not at all 
characteristic 
i 



2" 3 



4 ' 5 



Highly ^ 
characteristic 



34. There, is a well defined* ^Vhain of authority*; through which most, intra-staff 
business is conducted • , ^ . ' - ^ ^ ^1 ' ' 

35. '' Direct supervision of a staff memter by his/her isupervisbr on^ avBay^o day 



basis is commOn, 



1 



36. Most^ subjects havfe explicit, well defined: objectives- which serye as the 
basis for planning instruction* ' '/-^ y ' 

37. All curricula taught afre subjected to pre-planned trevijsw' and ^evaluation 
at regular intervals. ' ♦ ' ' ^ 

38. Teachers plan and' carry out their instructional programs relatively . 
• ' ^ independently oi others teaching rtie* Same level. . ^ \ ^ , 

39. Teachers of one .grade level work closely with 1:hose^€? other grade levels - 
to' interlock: and correlate their respective prografas.* 



40. The extent's anp limits of individual teachers' responsibilities .to the 
building and /istrict are extensively defined^n wr.it iHg^^ 



Assuming a major curriculum^^nge had been^ deemed desirable> please 
evaluate* the capacity , on an^kverage ^pvjer the past; five, years, that 
your building would have had for receiving the change "^along th€^ 
following dimensions. Use thei scaler^ • ^ ^ 



Low capacity,' 
many inhibitors 



1/^2 



High cdpacl^y,' 
fd!w iuhibitots- 



41. * Physical^Kant . (room size, utilities, 

storage spate, etc.) / 

42. Administrative structure (class 
grouping^, contractual obligations, , 
state' cu^rricula, epc.) * 



.44. Faculty 

/ » ' 

»■ > 

45. Students 

4$. Community support 



43. Financial resources 



: 



+ 



,47. When majoj: new curriculum materials are to be chosen, which best describes 
the .selection process as it operates in' youiT situation: ' 

1 * Selection by teachers with little adminlstra^tor input * , . . 

2 « Selecticp by teachers with considera»ble adminlstratoi^ input; * 

3 " Selection jointly by teachers and administrators, rotigKly equJal input ^' 

4 « Selection by administrators with Considerable teacher itvput 

5 « Selection by administrators with little teachfer*input ^ ^ ? 




ER^ 



2^ > «w 



r 



Please describe the degree to which you feel the following statements 
reflect the general OPINIONS ANt) ATTITUDES OF YOUR BUILDING STAFF- Use 
the scale: • , . 

% / : • 

Does not reflect \ Reflects 

^ • building^ opinion 1 2, 3 4 5 ' hiiilding opinion ' 

AS.- Outside ddeas on curriculum are oftefi extremely important in improving > 
the schdol^s program. ' • , 

49. It is the schoolls responsibility to actively seek outside ideas on 
curriculum. ^ . ' . . 

50. .The' School should be' willing to take a fair degree of risk to Approve 

• its curriculum; - • / - ^ 

» * * • 

51'. Any major ''curriculum package'** should ^tfe used as is and not modified 
at ^he local level. 




A school can often significantly improve its curricula by using 
internal resources and does ^not J^ave to rely on external assistance. 

Most outside curriculum specialists who come in cpntact with school* 
staff "have a highly realistic understanding of the school's 
: capabilities, objectives, and, limitations. \ ' ' 

5'4. When past major curriculum adoptions' are ^considered, on the whole the > 
benefits. and improvements realized by the student s far outweighed the 
cos^ts and problems. ^ ^ 

55. When past major curriculum adoptions are considered ^ on the whol^/ the 

^ benefits /and improvements realised by the faculty far outweighed the costs 
and problems. . ^ - 

56. Given my school.* s current situation,* the benefits for the students of ^ . 
any major curriculum, change in the near future'' are hifehly ifnlikely to * - 
offs0^ the costs and problems involved. % ^ . 

57. Given my school's current situation, the benefits for the faculty of 

' ^ny major curriculum change dn the near future are highly unlikely to 
Q , offset the costs and problems involved. , ' \ 



\ 

Q 



, Please estimate the numbery-of each of the following within two hours 
% drive ^of Jrour^ sch(>ol. Circle 'your estimate on the'^response -sheet. 

58* Permanent institutions with culCiculum specialists (colleges, ^ 
universities, research institutes ,|^tc. ) 

59. Tempbrary .activitiea featuring curriculum sp^ialists, not' held at the 
. institutions counted above (conventions, in-service training; major 

workshops, etc.') 

60. Other school districts ' ] ^ 

• ^ THAT'S ALL THANKS . . 



1 



RESPONSE SHEET 

BUILDING CLIMAXE INVENTORY 
FORM E . 



1 
I 

I 
f 

6. 

I 
I 

t 

10. 

I 



thru 

or* ungraded _ 

,23^ 



: ierIc 



2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 



1 2 

V 

1 2 



3 if 
3 ^ 



3 
3 
3 



if 
if 
if 



3 ^ 



3 if '5 
3 if 5 



21., 

22. 

23. 

2if. 

25. 
26. 

27. 

28. . 

29. 

30. 

31. ■ 

32. 

33. 

3if.' 

35. 

36. 

37- . 
38. 

39. 
ifO. 



2-3^5 
2 '3 A 5 



2 
2 
2 
2 



3 "5 

.3 - 5 
-3 '5 



2 . 3 • ^- 5 ; 

2 3 ^ ^ 5 ' 



3 if 5. 



3. if 5 



23^5 
2 3 . ^" 5 

2 3 < ^ '5 
2 3, '^-^ 5 
2 3-^5 

23^5 

2 3 5 
2 3, ^ 5 
2"^ 3 if 5 
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ifi. 
if 2. 

if3. 
if4. 

.if5. 
if6. 

if7. 

0 

if9. 
50. 
51. 
•52.. 
53. 

55. 
56. 
57.- 



2 3 . if 5 



3 if ■ 5 - 



^ 3' if "5 

2 3 , if 5 

2 0' .if 5 

2 > if 5* 

2 3^5 

S 3 if 5 

'2 3 '"if -5 

2 3 ^. 5 

y 

2-3^5 
2^3 ■ if -5 

2 3 if 5- 

2 3 if''5 

2 3, ^ 5 

2 3' ^ ' 5 

2 3 if 5 



58. none,l '2-4 5-IO ll* 

59. none 1 .2-4 5-IO 11+' 

60. none 1-5 6-10 11-20 21^ 

r 



* ^ . BUILDING .CLIMATE INVENTORY 
FORM S 

ft 



Please circle i the 'nuinber -for fill in the blank on the 
Re8{>on8e- Sheet to indicate*^ur response to each item. 



K *^our position: ^ *L «i Principal 2 » Teacher/ 3 - Other 

2. ^ Student population (approxiinate) of your building • ' . ^ • 

3. Number of certified teachers in. your building ' , ^ • 

^ 4., Number of other instructional personnel (aides, etc.) 

5. Building type: 1 - Sr Hi (9-12 or 10-12)'-, 3 «\Jr-Sr Hi (7-X2 or 6-12) 
V ' ' • 2 « Jr Hi (Middle^School4' 4 « pmptehensive (IC-a2) 



\ 



1- 



On-the reverse side of the Response Sheet are l;Lsted' the tfexts of the 
major National Science Foundation supported; curridlila in science and 
mathematics^ l£ any of these are in use in youi;, building, please' indicate 
■ the. approximate nqmber o^ stja<?ents us.ing per year, and their degree of use 

(e.g., if only 15 out of 1,000 studen^^^ use a 'text,* but they use it 
. heavily, the appropriate response would'^bfc 15, High). 

>■ 

^ Texts nqt used in your building should be indicated as "Not iJsed". 



Following are several- means by 9WMch members of your" building staff may 
have come in contact -with one bf. the 'texts or programs li§,ted on the 
Response Sheet. Please e^timafc^, the number of different people from 
your building who have come in ^ontact with any of the programs by each 
of the following means. 
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7. College teacher training 

8. National Science Foundation institutes 

9. Short workshops (4 days or^ess) 

' ^ ' ^ '~ ' 

10. Professional association meetings 

11. Employment in another school 

12. Professional iiterature 

13. Access to tests and materials 
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All items call for yotyr assessment pf the conditions -In your building or' 
t.be opinions h^ld by the building teaching and administrative staffs. 
ON QUESTIONS OF OPINION, PLEASE GIVE YOUR ESTIMATION OF THE GENERAL VIEW- 
POINT AMONG ADMINISTRATORS', 'science, AND MATH TEACHERS, EVEN I? IT DOES 
NOT MATCH YOUR OWN PERSONAL OPINION. 



Please describe the ^ount of contact and Interaction between or among. 
- * your buildlng^s. teachers, administrators, etc,^ .as. Indicated. ^ Use the, 
scale 1-5: ^ ^ ^ ' ' - ' * 

. virtually no ' ' . 'High deftee df 

contact or interaction .1 2-^^ 4 ^ 5 contact and' interaction 

14 • Between building administrators and college or university curricmLup 
specialists . ^ ^ ^ _ / , ^ ^ 

•15/ between building administrators and professional associations dealing 
with curriculum \ • -s* . 

16* Between building administrators and administrators of other buildings 

Vf^ H^tween building administrators and in-service profl^^s , ^ 

\j 18. Bet\<«en building administrators and commercial (e.g* , -publishers*) 
ct^lculiom specialisit^ I : ' ' ' ^ 

19. Between science and math teachers and coMege or briiversity curriculum 
' specialists . * . - * 

20. Between science and math teachers and ptrof essionJal' associ^ations deal;ing 
"V with curriculum ' . . 

•21, Between science anc^math teachejs 'and teachers in other building^ 

* - / 

.22. Between science and math teachers and lil-servlce- programs ^ '* 

• ^ ■ - # • ' •^ * ^ ' ' 

' 23. Between science and 'math teachers and commei^elal .(e.g. , pujjlishers* ) 
^ currlcultim specialists'^ . ' <^ 

Zks Amorffe building^ administrators , ^ - » - - - - J" 

25» Among science and math .teachers , ' 

26. Between adifiitilstrato'rs and teachers within the building 

27 1 Between administrators and the community 

28. Between science and math teacKers and the' community 
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V 



Please indicate to what degree the following statements 0haral:terize 
your building. Use the scale 1-5: 



Not at all 
characteristic 



Highly 
characteristic 



29. There is a well--d^ined 'Vhain of authority" through which most *intra-staf f 
business is conducted. 

30. Direct supervision* of a staff member by his/)fer supervisor on^a da^-to-day 
basis is common. 



lay- to 



31. Mosfc science and math courses have explicit, well-defined objectives: which 
serve as the basis for planning instrudtion. 

32* All science and math curricula taught are subjecte<| to pjrerplanned review 
and evaluation at regular intervals. 

33, Science and math teachers plan and carry out their instructional programs 
relatively independently of other members of their department. 

34» the science and matl>ematics departments work closely with each other to 
ii^terlock and correlate ^their respective programs. 

^ • 
35. The extents and limits of individual teachers' responsibilities to t^e 
building and district are explicitly defined in writing. 



Assuming^ a major curriculum change had been deemed desirable, please 
evaluate the capacity » on an average over the past five years, that your 
building would have had for receiving the change along; "^the following 
V dimensions.. Use the scale 1-5: " " " » 



Low capacity, 
^ many inhibitors 



, High capacity, 
5 few thhibitors 



36. Physical pl^nt (room si^e, utilities, 
' sto|:age spaqe, etc.) 

37. Administrative structure (class grouping, 
contractual obligations, state curricula, etc.) 

38. Financial resources 



39. Faculty 

40. Students 

41. Community support 



42.. *When major new curriculum materials ara^to be chosen, whiclTbest describes 
the selection prbcess as it 'operates in your situation: 

1' « Selection by teachers with little administrator fnput 

2 « Selection by teachers with consid^^ble administrator input ' 

3 « ^Selection jointly by teachers and administrators, youghly equal input ^ 

4 * Selection by^Wministrators with considerable teacher input 

5 • .Selection 1>y administrator's with little teacher input ^ , ' ' 



\ 



Please describejUie degree to whic^ you feel the following statements 
reflect the general OPINIONS AND ATTITUDES OF YOUR BUILDIN&'S SCIENCE 
AND MATH STAFF. Use .the scale 1-5: ^ 

Does not reflect Reflects ^ 

building opinion 1 2 3 4 5 building opinidn 

- ' 7 - ' ^ ^ ' ' ^ 

43. Outside ideas on curriculum* are often extremely import^ant in Improving 
the school's program.* • . 

44. ' It is- the school's responsibility to actiyely seek outside ideas' on 
L curriculum. . 

^ 45. The- school should be willing to take a fair degree pf risk to improve 
its curriculum. ' ,v 

46. Any major "curriculum package" should be used as is and not modified 
.at the local level. 

•\ ' • 

47. A school can often improve its curricula by using internal resqurces 
only* ^ 

48. Most outside curriculum specialists who come in contact with school '^^ 
^ staff have a highly realistic understanding of the school's capabilities, 

objectives, and limitations. ' 

49. When pasti major curriculum adoptions ar6 considered, on the whole the 
benefits and improvements realized b;^ the students far outweighed the 
tosts and problems. - * • 

SO* When past major curriculum adoptions are considered, on the whole the ^ 
'benefits and improvements realized bj^ the faculty far outweighed the 
costs and problems , ^ , ^ ' \ 

^51. Given my school's curjent situation-, the benefits for - ^the students of 
any major curriculum change in the near future are highly unlikely to 
offset the costs and problems involved. . v 

• 52. Given my schbol'^s current situation, the benefits \fq>r the faculty of 

any major curriculum change in the near iEuture are^ highly unlikely to 

offset the costs and problems 'involved. 

<• ■ * 

if — ^ ' 

Please estimate fhe ndmber of feach of the following located within two 
hours' drive of your school. Circle your estimate on che Response Sheet. 

53. Permanent institutions with science or math, curriculum specialists (colleges, 
universities, research institutes, etc.) 

54. ^ Temporary activities this year featuring science or math » curriculum special-* 

ists, not held at the institutions counted above (conventions, in-service' 
^ trainihg, wrkshops, etc.> ^ •? ' \ 



55. Other school diptricts 



THAT'S ALL - THANKS 



response sheet 

building climate .inventory 
form' S 



1. 12 3 

2. 

3. . 

4. 



5. 



8. 

S 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 



12 3 



6.^ ,(on back) • 



7. 



1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 ,5 
1^' 2 3. 4 5 
12 3- 4 5 
12345 
1 2 3 4 5 



2b:, 1 2 3-4 5 

21 . 12 3 ' ' 4 5 

22. 1-2345 

23. , 1 2 3 4 5 



24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 



1 2^ ,3 4 ^ 



1 2 .3 4 5^ 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5.. 



28. 1 2 3 4 5 



29. 1 2 • 3 , 4 ' 5 



30. 



1 2 3 4 5 



31. .12 3 4 5 



32. 1 2 3 4 5 



33. 1 2 3 4 5 



34. '1 2 3 4 5 



35. 1 2 3 4 5 



36. 1 2 3 4 5 



37. 1 2 3 4 5 



if ,1 



2 3 4 5 



39. 1 2 3 4 5 

40.. 1 2 3 ' 4 5 

41. , 1 2 . 3 - 4 5 

42. 1 2 3 -4^5. 

43. 1 2 3 4 5 

44. 1 2 3 4 5 

45. 1 2 3 4 5 

46. 1 2 3 4.5. 

47. 1 '2 3 -4 5 

> 

48. 1 2 3 4 5 

49. 12-345 

50. i'*- 2 . 3 4 5 ^ 

51. 1-2 3 4 /5 
52.. 1 2 3 4 5' 

53. none 1 2-4 5-10 11+ 

54. none 1 2-4 5-10 11+ 

55. none .1-5 6-10 11-20 ' 21+ 
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Subscale Key ' 



Factor 



Items 



Form E 



Form S 



Linkage 

Structure 

Capacity: 

Openness 

Reward 

Proximity 

Synergy 



■ 19-3 

34-40 (38 rev scored) 

-41-46 - 
• 48-52 (51 rev 'scored) ' 

54-57 (56,57 rev scored)'' 

53, 58-60 

12-18 



14-28 

29-35 ^(33 rev scored) 
36-41 

43-4*7 (46 rev. scored) 
49-52 (51,52 rev scored) 
48, 53-55 ■ ' 

e 

-7-13 
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